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QUTPATIENT DENTAL CARE FOR VETERANS WITH 
CLAIMS APPROVED PRIOR TO JULY 1, 1953 


FRIDAY, JULY 24, 1953 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a. m., in room 356, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Edith Nourse Rogers (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present : Edith Nourse Rogers (chairman), John P. Saylor, Albert 
W. Cretella, Olin E. Teague, George S. Long, Harlan Hagen, Brady 
Gentry, D. R. (Billy) Matthews, Ed Edmondson, Armistead I. Selden, 
Jr., Edward J. Bonin, Paul A. Fino, Elizabeth Kee, and James A. 
Byrne. 

Present also: Karl Standish, chief clerk. 

The Cuarrman. We now have a quorum. The committee will 
please come to order. 

We have under consideration H. R. 6485, to preserve the eligibility 
for outpatient dental care of certain veterans whose eligibility was 
adjudicated by the Veterans’ Administration prior to July 1, 1953. 

(The bill referred to follows :) 


[H. R. 6485, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To preserve the eligibility for out-patient dental care of certain veterans whose 
eligibility was adjudicated by the Veterans’ Administration prior to July 1, 1953 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That cases in which veterans applied and were 
adjudicated eligible for out-patient dental care prior to July 1, 1953, shall not be 
subject to the limitation on out-patient dental care contained in the first proviso 
of the provision under the heading “Out-patient care” appearing under the head- 
ing “Veterans’ Administration” in the Second Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act. 1954. 

The CuHarmman. I introduced this bill yesterday and called the com- 
mittee this morning to consider it because it seems to me that the 
Appropriations Committee did a very dishonorable thing in denying 
the veterans the care they were eligible for. 

Dr. Fauber, will you please tell the committee just what this will 
do, how it will hurt the veterans? 


STATEMENTS OF R. P. BLAND AND T. F. DALEY, OFFICE OF LEGIS- 
LATION, AND JOHN F. FAUBER, ASSISTANT MEDICAL DIRECTOR 
FOR DENTISTRY, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Buanp. I believe Mr. Daley of the Office of Legislation of the 
Veterans’ Administration has some preliminary remarks he would 
like to make here before we go into our rather brief report on this 
subject. 


2923 
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Mr. Datry. Madam Chairman, my name is T. F. Daley of the Office 
f Legislation, Veterans’ Administratio1 As the chairman stated, 


| was introduced ye sterday ind the Veterans’ Administration, 

the request of the committee, has worked apace to prepare a suit- 
report based upon the proposal. We have with us to answer any 
ms that the committee might wish to pose representatives from 


Department of Medicine and Surgery, Dr. John Fauber, the As 
t Chief Medical Director for Dentistry; Commander Bigelow, 


Din r ot Progi um Aj lysis; al d Mr. Rosen, Chief of Medical sta- 


\ tration report. 
Mr. Buanp. Madam Chairman, my name is R. P. Bland of the Of 


1} B nd will present to vou pertinent excerpts from the Veterans’ 


Legislation of the Veterans’ Administration. I would like to 
it this point, with your permission, into the record a full 


l I rt of t! Veterans’ Administration on this bill. 
| ( IRMAN. Without objection, it will be done. 
Mr. Sranpisn (the chief clerk). Madam Chairman, hadn’t he bet- 
I 1 the full re port inasmuch as we do not have sufficient copies 
embers ? 
CHAIRMAN. P] read the report 


Mr. Buanp. I had proposed to do that. [Reading :] 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 24, 1958. 


House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C 
DreaR Mrs. Rocers: Tl vill refer to your urgent request for a report on 
H. R. 64 83d Congr preserve the eligibility for outpatient dental 
‘ f cer n veteral whose ¢ bility was adjud ted by the Veterans’ 
Admit ration prior to July 1, 1953, which was introduced on July 23, 1953, 
as 

at cases in which veterans applied and were adjudicated eligible for out- 
pi dental care prior to July 1, 1953, shall not be subject to the limitation 
( l de! care contained in the first proviso of the provision under 
ding ‘Outpatient Car appearing under the heading ‘Veterans’ Adminis- 

tratiol he Second Independe Offices Appropriation Act, 1954 
Che purpose of the bill is to exempt all of those cases in which veterans 
applied and had been adjudicated eligible for outpatient dental care prior to 
July 1, 1953, from the restrictions on such care contained in the provisions 


respecting appropriations of the Veterans’ Administration in the Second Inde- 


pendent Offices Appropriation Act, 1954 

The mentioned limitation on outpatient dental care appears in the first proviso 
of the appropriation provisions on “Outpatient care” and reads as follows: 

“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be available for out- 
i i treatment, or related dental appliances with respect 
to a service-connected dental disability which is not compensable in degree unless 
such condition or disability is shown to have been in existence at time of dis- 
charge and application for treatment is made within 1 year after enactment of 


services an 


Pursuant to the House joint resolution making temporary appropriations for 
fiscal year 1954 (Public Law 91, 88d Cong., approved July 38, 1953), for the 
Veterans’ Administration issued instructions to its field offices with respect to 
the limitations on dental outpatient care as imposed by the pending appropria- 
tion bill. The pertinent portions of the mentioned instructions, dated July 7, 
1953, are as follows: 

‘A. Outpatient dental care, either examination for treatment or treatment, 
may be authorized on a fee basis or to VA clinics for the following providing 
the application for dental treatment is made 1 year subsequent to July 1, 1953: 
““(1) Those having service-connected compensable dental disabilities. 
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» 


“(2) Those having service-connected noncompensable dental disabilities where 
the dental disability is shown to have existed at time of discharge. 

(3) Those having a dental condition not service-connected but medically deter- 
mined to be aggravating a service-connected physical disability or injury 

“B. The above instruction will govern and will be the primary consideration 
in all cases of outpatient dental treatment except for those authorizations to 
VA clinics or participating dentists issued prior to July 1,1953. Treatment under 
fee-basis authorizations issued prior to July 1, 1953, under 1943 appropriation 
\ be continued within limitations of such authorizations. No treatment will 


be authorized for beneficiaries under Public Law 791, Slst Congress, 16, 78th 














Congress, and/or 894, Slst Congress, unless the governing conditions in subpara 
graph A (1), (2), or (8) above apply.” 

As of June 30, 1953, there was a backlog of 306,676 applications for outpatient 
den ment. Of this number, 247,262 had been determined as of 
tha y eligible for dental outpatient care and these latter ¢a 
were ‘ eligibility. In some of them examinations had been con- 
ducted to determine treatment needs The limitations contained in the ap] 

n provisions will, unless this group is exempted, require a review 
247,262 cases and a redetermin: n of the question of basic eligibility 
a large percentage of them, for the purpose of applyir the more 1 
In lit n, because of the ipse t til and other factors, it will be 
ne ssary t ( 1 reexaminations, int ding X-ravs, in a consideral ort 
( se cases re they have been previously examined for the pury 
determinil the nature and extent of indicated treatment Obviously, the 
oct ¢ of such A large number of cases ll result ina bstantial du] 

on of administrative costs. 

i! 1ddaiti I consi 1 T ms recely 
prior to July 1, 1 ’ were filed | erans at t é I tine ¢ ‘ 
rit in 1 ni ! ra I | tion 1 « 

} eA } { Dre It n ¢ nner I denta lisability 
show » have ed in a ir fro he dat discharge Since the number 

f compens é | li at y ve SI the appr‘ ia ict 

a ’ x va } ‘ | ‘ ¢ 
mel hat show ) EX t t ime of d harg he de il disability 
for which outpatient treatment is sought In consequence, it may be expected 
that a large percentage would be disapproved upon reconsideration. 

The effect Hi. R. 6485 would be to recognize obligations of the Government 
based upon applications filed, and determinations alrea ade, under the basi 
law and regulations, and to avoid the duplication of administrative costs inci- 
dent to the review and reprocessing of these cases 

It is estimated that the cost of providing dental care and treatment under 
{ se app ications f veterans rated legally eligible prior to July 1, 1953, wo ld 
approximate $19 million, funds for which would be available under the appropria- 
tion act. However, this amount does not represent the net cost of the bill, since 


a reconsideration of the affected cases under the more restrictive requirements 
of the appropriation act would result in favorable determinations in a substantial 
number of them and the expenditure of funds accordingly. Under these circum- 
stances it cannot be predicted whether and to what extent the appropriations for 
outpatient care in the appropriation act might prove insufficient to meet the 
requirements of the additional group brought in by this bill plus new cases 
applying in fiscal 1954 as well as those in which applications were filed before 
July 1, 1958, but which were not yet adjudicated and which might meet the new 
criteria. 


T 


n view of the urgency of the request of your committee for a report on this 
bill there has not been sufficient time to ascertain from the Bureau of the Budget 
the relationship of the proposed legislation to the program of the President. 
Sincerely yours, 
H. V. STIRL1N@, 
De puty 1dministrator 
(For and in the absence of the Administrator). 


The CratrmMan. Mr. Bland, I understand that the Budget approved 
the money in the bill. Undoubtedly, the Budget would approve this 
$19 million, I should think. 

Mr. Tracur. Do you not recall my asking the Budget man about 
it? He admitted they did not allow the money. 
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The CuarrMan. I thought they allowed the $23 million. 

Mr, Bianp. The $23 million was allowed in the bill as originally 
passed for outpatient-fee basis treatment. That is in addition to 
outpatient treatment in the VA clinics. 

Mr. Teacur. Wasn’t there about a $40-million requirement to begin 
with ? 

Mr. Bianp. Do you have the requirement under the basic law re- 
quiring appropriations restrictions ? 

Mr. Tracur. I think Dr. Fauber may have some general informa- 
tion on that. 

Dr. Faurrr. Our request to the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 
1954 was approximately $36 million. It is my understanding that the 
Bureau of the Budget did not allow that in the request to the Congress. 

Mr. Tracur. They allowed $15 million as I remember. 

Dr. Fauser. That is correct. 

Mr. Tracur. The committee put in $23 million. Actually, they were 
about $14 million short to begin with. 

The CuarrMan. It seems to me we h: ave a contract to perform. 

Mr. Sartor. Was not that figure of $36 million predicated upon 
the treatment by the Veterans’ Administration in.this fiscal year of 
these 247,262 patients? 

Mr. Tracuer. Yes. 

Dr. Fauper. I think that requires some clarification in that the re- 
quest of $36 million was made approximately a year ago, or somewhere 
in that neighborhood. At that time it was not known ‘that there would 
be a restriction on the funds available for fiscal year 1953. That im- 
posed further backlog and as a result the $36 million request did not 
take that into consideration. 

[f you will recall, in February when we initially presented this den- 
tal problem to your committee, I think we told you we had a backlog 
of $17 million and predicted with the funds expected to be available 
for the remainder of the fiscal year that we would have a backlog in 
the neighborhood of $23 million by the end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Sartor. That $23 million is in addition to the outpatient dental 
care given in VA facilities ? 

Dr. Fauper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Savior. How many of these 247,262 cases that you have as a 
backlog can you treat with the appropriation of $23 million that is in 
the budget for fise al year 1953? 

Dr. Favser. I believe Mr. Sterling indicates we could treat all of 
them. However, I do not know what that will do to our load during 
that coming fiscal year, the fiscal year we are going into now. If the 
present application rate continues, even with the rating of these cases 
under the restrictive criteria, I do not believe there would be sufficient 
funds. 

Mr. Savior. In other words, you do not believe there would be suf- 
ficient funds to treat this backlog and the cases that will come to the 
Veterans’ Administration for processing during this fiscal year? 

Dr. Fauserr. That is correct; even rerating these cases during this 
fiscal year under the restricted criteria imposed by the appropriation 
bill. 

The CuairMan. So it seems to me it is a dishonorable thing to do. 

The gentleman from California. 
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Mr. Hacen. Did I understand you to say there would not be enough 
funds to even treat this restricted class defined by the appropriations 
bill ? 

Dr. Favuser. I am not clear. Do you mean the $23 million which 
is in the appropriation bill would not be sufficient to treat the cases this 
year with the rerating under the restrictive clause? I do think it 
would be sufficient. 

Mr. Hacen. It would? 

Dr. Fauser. It would. 

Mr. Hacen. It would be sufficient if you add this 247,000? 

Dr. Fauper. For the operations of this year. I do not think it 
would be sufficient to include the 247,000 who have been adjudicated 
eligible. 

Mr. Hacen. Who would yield then? You would go ahead until 
your money ran out and there would not be any funds available for 
even this restricted group ¢ 

Dr. Faupsrr. That is correct. As I visualize it, we would immedi- 
ately have to, insofar as physically possible, rerate these 247,000 cases 
on the new criteria as well as continuing the rating of those that come 
in to us month after month. I would certainly expect that those 
of the 247,000 cases that become eligible under the restricted criteria 
would receive priority over those others. 

Mr. Hacen. Do you have that authority ? 

Dr. Fauser. Yes, I think so. Here is a man who has been pending 
for a long time. It would seem natural that he would receive pref- 
erence over the man who had filed today. 

Mr. Hagen. I thought you said the opposite, that you would give 
priority to persons falling within the restricted group rather than 
persons who qualified under Mrs. Rogers’ bill. 

Dr. Fauser. No. Under the provisions of this bill, if this bill were 
acted upon favorably, I would immediately take care of that group, 
and have to, on the basis of first-come-first-served. 

The Cuamman. The gentleman from Alabama, Mr. Selden. 

Mr. Seipen. Do you have any estimate of the cost of rerating these 
247,000 plus cases? 

Dr. Fauser. No, sir; I do not. I think that question was asked of 
the Assistant Administrator for Claims in the hearings last week and 
he was unable to give us an estimate. 

Mr. Sevpen. I would like to have some idea of the cost of rerating 
these veterans as well as an estimate of the cost of going ahead and 
fixing this. 

Mr. Lona. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sevpen. Yes. 

Mr. Lone. We figured in the neighborhood of $3,600,000 to rerate 
them. 

Mr. Sevpen. These cases have already been reviewed and gone over. 
Do you have any idea what it will cost to fill the teeth of the veterans 
under Mrs. Rogers’ bill? 

Dr. FAuBEr. “The only unit factor we can apply. It is an average of 
$100 a case for completion of these cases. Applying that figure to 
the ones who have been adjudicated eligible and realizing that a cer- 
tain number of those who have been adjudicated as eligible, when 
they are examined for their treatment needs, it is found on occasion 
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they re quire no treatment for their service-connected condition, and 
our best estimate is this $19 million quoted by Mr. Bland this morning. 
Mr. Sevpen. According to your figures, it would cost about $3 mil- 
m to review them and it would cost $19 million to go ahead and fix 


Mr. Lone. That is righ 
fr. I 


Mr. Buanp. The $19 million would not be a net additional cost be- 

1. certain number of those cases that are estimated within the 

$19 million Bec vt nevertheless be ab le to come in and qualify under 
estri » requirements of the appropriation provision 


: bill were not passed. We do not know what that polinber 
I o reduce the gross $19 million. 
Mr. Lone. Will the gentleman yield? 


ir. Setpen. Yes. 
Mr. Lone. I think I might help you there. We have tried to work 
{ l L} “we’—the VA and I. These people have been 
d an d re ady to go. Th if has Cost you in the n iaehborhood of 
Now you are going to go back and it will cost you $3 
) You have not had any work done yet. 
M ‘ELDEN. I am trying to find out how much more it is going to 
to go ahe d with t bill. I do not think there is going to be : 
rel lous differen: n all factors are considered. I wish we had 
te So 1 t out in black and white. 


Mr. Brann. IT think that $19 million treatment cost which we have 
uld | ing like the net additional cost, but we 


yw how to reduce it by the number that would come in any- 
| meet the requirements of the new law , 
\I SreLpDEN. Shouid thi bill be reported by the committee and 
{ reach the House, I think we should have an estimate of this 
difference so that this difference can be pointed out to Members of the 
Hous 
Mr. Sayrtor. But fore the VA can give us an estimate, they have 


got to spend $3 million to review these cases. 
Mr. Buanp. Without reference to the amount involved in the re- 
idjudication process, basically your statement is entirely correct. We 
e not gotten very far into that process of review, so we have no 
basis for determining just how many of them would be able to come 
n and qualify under t he more restrictive provisions of the new act. 
Mr. Sayuor. You have not had a chance to even examine a portion 
of them to see if there is any pattern in these cases that you could 
ap pls to the order of the 247,000 cases ¢ 
Mr. Bianp. I would say from what I know and from talking to Dr. 
Fau ber r, and he can check on me with respect to this, that the sample 


is so small as yet we coul : not afford to predicate any assumptions on 
the basis ofit. Isthat right? 


Dr Fauser. That is re 

Mr. Sevpen. I simply wanted an estimate. It would seem to me an 
estimate could be made without a review of all cases. 

Mr. Buanp. We would like to have done that but we were unable 
to come up with anything. 

Dr. Fauser. Late yesterday I looked at some 250 cases in the Wash- 
ington region office in an effort to determine just exactly what you 


requested. I did not feel that I could give an honest estimate on that 
basis. 
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The CHarrmMan. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Matthews. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. l do hot expect this could be establishe d, but what 
I would like to know is if there were some way we could estimate the 
extra money, the new money, that we might need to take care of all « 
the pending applications and these cases that might come in during 
the new fiscal year under the provisions of the act that was passed. 
In other words, to vet this bill passed through the House, we ar‘ rol! 


to have to answer pretty clearly how much new money v ire going 
to have to get to take care of this dental program. 

It would seem to me from the evidence that |] bee) presen d so 
far that perhaps we are not going to need too mu rn mom But 
could you give me any idea ¢ 1 know it is] yp ble to do it w 
degree of a ‘curacy, yet I know that quit 101 ( 

Mr. BLAND. We would like i be ipte to [ i real » The 
practical importance of it. I do not know why r the medical rep 

ves here would dare attempt any indication on that or not. So 
far we have refrained from doing so for the reasor ocested 
ago in answer to Mr. Saylor’s inquiry. We do not know how man 
of Cases would come in any War) 

ihe CHAIRMAN. Of tl! ser ected cas 

Mr. Buanp. That is right. 

Dr. I AUBEI M Rosen t isn Crrent in g v of our ck t 
who I iV ¢ reed WV i] { ict \ 
an adjudication inction, not a function of the D M. and S. personne! 
nd pele ¢ ta croup of th O vel eekend 
and early in the week give you some estimate. It will not be base 
too large a sample it 1s Imposs ile to do th We are w Ing 
make that effort to help you clarify the situat 

Mr. Sevpen. I think it is very necessary that we ha ne 
fio ies, If not, I do not see how we ca expect t bill to 1 c { 
House. 

Mr. L, ING. We \ ould not Kno h yw neh n re we il] need 


we do not get something. 

The CHarmman. I think we owe a responsibility to these veterans 
It is a debt the Government has incurred and [I think we ought to pay 
it. I think it would be very helpful. 

Mr. Gentry. Just what classes of veterans would 3 
dental treatment to that are not viven dental treatment under th 
appropriation bill ? 

The CHatrman. It would give treatment to all those who are not 
service-connected but who were declared eligible for one reason o1 
another. 

Mr. Gentry. Your bill will oive dental treatment to cases not 
service-connected ? 

The CHAIRMAN. No. They have been declared eligible. 

Mr. Gentry. Does that actually mean it will give dental treatment 
to cases that are not service-connected ? 

Mr. Byrne. Some. 

Dr. Faupser. May I attempt to clarify that? It will not give dental 
treatment to any veteran who is not service-connected on an out- 
patient basis. 

Mr. Gentry. To any man? 

Dr. Fauser. To any man. This is all for service-connected condi- 
tions. 


Oo 
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Mr. Gentry. What cases do they cut out? Mrs. Rogers’ bill does 
give dental treatment to all service-connected cases even though their 
dental work has no connection with it? 

Dr. Fauser. The dental condition is service-connected, sir. Her bill 
gives treatment to all of these cases which have filed for treatment and 
have been adjudicated as service connected. 

Mr. Gentry. I am not worried who has filed for it; I am trying 
to get on what reason they got it, what reason they were held eligible 
for it. 

Mr. Epmonpson. They had to be held eligible. 

Mr. Gentry. They had to file, of course. 

Mr. Marruews. I believe what he wants to know is if you can take 
a minute and tell us those who were eligible under the old law. 

Dr. Fauper. This is the group. 

Mr. Matruews. What he is interested in is the specific details, what 
constituted the eligibility under the old law. You said no single, 
non-service-connected case received dental treatment, but then what 
about the service-connected cases that receive it? Could you explain 
that ? 

hers Sartor. Will you wait until I ask Mr. Gentry if this is what you 

: trying to discover. We have 247,000 cases pending. Your inquiry 
is wi determine first what were the requirements to become eligible 
for these 247,000 cases and what change, having determined first what 
the requirements were for those cases, what changes will be made in 
the re quirements by H. R. 6485, is that correct ? 

Mr. Gentry. Of course, that is what I want. This 247,000 will get 
it under Mrs. Roms ars’ bill ? 

Dr. Fauper. That is right. 

Mr. Genrry. Under the appropriation measure there are a lot of 
them that will not get it. Why? 

Dr. Fauser. Because the appropriation measure states, as Mr. 
Bland listed in his report: 

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be available for outpatient 
dental service or treatment or related dental appliances with respect to a service- 
connected dental disability which is not compensable in degree unless such 
condition or disability is shown to have been in existence at the time of dis- 
charge and application for treatment is made within one year after enactment 
of this Act. 

I believe last week we tried to clarify for you the condition of the 
military records we obtained on men separated from the service as to 
their dental condition. Previous to October 1, 1951, a dental examina- 
tion was submitted in some form. It was not an adequate form by any 
means. ‘The Spanish American War veterans had few, if any, records. 
The World War I veterans had some records. They were very inade- 
quate. The W — 1 War II veterans had better records. 

Since October 1, 1951, the Army put into practice a regulation that 
says that a man, ce entry into the service during his first 60 days of 
service, must have a comprehensive dental examination, including 
X-ray. He must have the same thing at time of discharge. Those two 
records are compared. From those records it is determined whether 
a condition was incurred or aggravated in the service. That is the basis 
on which a man’s service connection is given. 

Mr. Epmonpson. And whether he applied for it within 1 year was 
not required under the former law? 
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Dr. Fauser. That is right. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That is your basic difference. It did not have to 
be applied for within a year after his discharge. 

The Cuatrman. That is not fulfilling the contract, then. 

Dr. Fausrr. We accepted these applications under existing laws 
upon which these rating procedures were based. Now we are asking 
them to be rerated under a change of law. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Those who did not apply within 1 year after the 
passage of the act out of this 247,000 would just be out of luck? 

Dr. Fauser. They would all be presumed to have applied because 
their application is received and is in effect at this time. 

Mr. Sevpen. As the law is now written, must it be shown that the 
disability was in existence at the time of discharge ? 

Dr. Fauser. No; it must be shown to be in existence 1 year after 
discharge under the present system. That was put in there to give 
these individuals who did not have records that were adequate the 
privilege of establishing that fact. 

Mr. SewwEN. Does the new appropriation bill cut that out? 

Dr. Fausrr. This new appropriation bill cuts that out. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Could you give us any idea of the number of vet- 
erans whose records at the time of discharge would not afford any basis 
for determination as to whether or not they had this condition ¢ 

Dr. Fauper. No. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Would you say it was a substantial number? 

Dr. Fauser. I would. 

Mr. EpMonpson. Who would not have had these discharge exams? 

Dr. Fauser. That is correct. The military put this system into 
effect on October 1, 1951. With 2 years of service you see we are just 
going to receive the benefit of these adequate records from which I say 
an accurate determination can be made. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is it a safe statement to say there are millions of 
World War II veterans whose dental records would not be adequate 
to determine whether they had this in existence at the time of dis- 
charge? 

Dr. Fauser. That is true. 

Mr. Tracur. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Treacur. Suppose a man has a tooth out and says he had it taken 
out in service. How do you prove it or disprove it? What time does 
it take? Would my separation papers show what dental work was 
done on my teeth during the time I was in the service? 

Dr. Fauser. They should, but I do not think they show it accu- 
rately. Many of the records of our men in combat were lost overseas 
and were never accumulated with their complete records, 

Mr. Tracur. I know the records were made up on me when I was 
discharged that had nothing to do with what happened when I was 
in service, because they did not have it. 

Dr. Fauser. That is correct. It should have been related to that 
record as well as your record at time of entry into service. You have 
got to have those two baselines from which to determine this fact. 

Mr. Tracve. I would like to make a motion to report the bill. 

The Cuatrman. Before you make the motion, the four service or- 
ganizations are here. I understand they are heartily in favor of this 
bill. Is that correct? 
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Mr. Foster (DAV). The DAV is for it. 

Mr. Downer (VFW). We support the bill. 

Mr. Hotpen (AMVETS). We support it. 

Mr. Kennepy (American Legion). The American Legion is very 

appy to support the bill. 

Mr. Lone. I would like to ask one q juestion. Would you think that 
the percentage of Spanish-American W ar veterans and World War I 
veterans that do not have a comprehensive record kept of some kind 
on the dental service or have a poor record amounted to as much as 
75 percent ¢ 

Dr. Favper. I would estimate higher than that. 

Mr. Lone. It is about 90 percent. 

The Coamman. The motion is before the committee. 

Mr. Crerenia. I havea couple of questions first. 

before the motion is made, I move we go into executive session for 
discussion of the bill. 

In your report here, what this proposes to do, if I understand it 
correctly, is when the appropriation bill was passed they put this 
limitation in the proviso of the appropriation bill. Is that correct ? 
Dr. Fauser. That is correct. 

Ir. Crereita. What this bill now proposes to do is to circumvent 
iat proviso by reinstating this provision into the bill which appar- 
ently is intended to circumvent what the appropriations bill called 
for. Isthat not so? 

Dr. Favrer. Not xactly, sir. 

Mr. Crerecia. In the haste of bringing this thing out—and we re- 
ived notice of this hearing this morning—a bill was introduced ; yet, 
surely, your letter of the 24th indicates that it 1s an urgent request for 
a quick report. All of this transpired apparently rae the 24 hours. 
Here we have four organizations all supporting it. I do not know 
who discussed it. I do not know who discussed it or what oppor- 
tunity anybody had to discuss it. I should hesitate to go on the floor 
with a bill like this and get our ears pushed back because of lack of 

information. 

So, I want to be clarified on the thing. 

Dr. Fauser. This bill would exempt those 247,000 applicants who 
have applied prior to July 1, 1953, whose legal eligibility had been 
determined and they individually have been notified of their eligibility. 
It would exempt that group from the provisos of the bill which in 
effect says they must show that this condition existed at the time of 
discharge. Of that group, many of them were rated under the pro- 
cedures in existence prior to the passage of the appropriation bill. 

Mr. Creretia. So, when they had applied, they qualified under the 
then existing law ? 

Dr. Faurner. That is correct, sir. 

ai CrereLtLa. When the appropriation bill was passed on July 3, 

apparently took away the rights they had on July 2? 

a Faurer. That is correct. It would take for a considerable 
number of them. The purpose of this bill, as I understand, is to 
retain that already established eligibility for this particular group. 

The Cnamman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gentry. Would these 247,000 have a right to come in and show 
the Veterans’ Administration proof? 

BuLaNp, Yes, si 
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Mr. Gentry. So, this right here does not 


autor iatically back the 
247 O00 ¢ 


They can still make their proof, can’t they ? 
Dr. Fauser. They have little opportunity, sir, 
dual does not have the record. 

Mr. Gentry. I understand, but they have a right to make the proof. 
They can swear to it themselves. They can get doctors to swear to it 
or individuals to swear to it. They do have the right to make the 
proof, if the proof can be obtained—— 

Mr. Lone. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Gentry (continuing). And be put on the eligibility list or 
retained on it ? 

Dr. FAuper. That is a condition: that they are rated prior to July 1 

Mr. Gentry. The Appropriations Committee has placed in jeopardy 
247,000 for dental care; is that right? 

Dr. Fauser. That is correct. 

Mr. Gentry. But do these 247,000, irrespective of what the Appro 
priations Committee did, have the right to come in and produce the 
proof if they can do it? 

Dr. Fauper. They have the right to appeal any rating within a 
year from which that rating is given or any rer iting. 
has the right to produce the proof if they can do so. 

Mr. Gentry. So, it does not automatically bar them? They still 
have a right to come in under this? 

Dr. Fauser. You examine on one set of rules and come back and 
reexamine wag! another set of rules. 

Mr. Dau The " have a right to establish their eligibilits under 
the more aaiate tive criteria proposed by the appropriation act. They 
have been told prior to July 1, 1953, that they were legally eligible 
under the more liberal criteria that then prevailed. 

Mr. Gentry. How many would you say of the 247,000 would | 

ligible under the more stringent rule, under the appropriation bill? d 

Dr. Fauner. I estimated last week for the subcommittee that. it 
would be 50 percent of them. Judge Odom said I was being extremely 
optimistic. Iam unable to give you a figure because we have not had 
suflicient experience in this rerating procedure. It has just started. 

Mr. Gentry. It would be a mere guess to say “50 percent”? 

Dr. Fauser. Yes. 

The CuatrMan. I ask unanimous consent that the veterans’ organi- 
zations have an opportunity to place in the record their statements, 
and now the committee will go into executive session. 

Thank you very much. 


(Whereupon, at 11:30 a. m., the committee proceeded in executive 
session. ) 


x 


because the indi 


very veteran 





